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WELFARE REFORM BILL/Maintenance of Effort

SUBJECT: Family Self-Sufficiency Act of 1995 . . . H.R. 4. Santorum motion to table the Breaux amendment No. 2488
to the Dole modified perfecting amendment No. 2280 to the committee substitute amendment.

ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 50-49

SYNOPSIS: As reported with a committee substitute amendment, H.R. 4, the Family Self-Sufficiency Act of 1995, will
overhaul six of the Nation's ten largest welfare programs.

The Dole modified perfecting amendment would strike the provisions of the committee substitute amendment and insert ir
thereof substitute provisions, entitled "The Work Opportunity Act of 1995."

The Breaux amendmentwould strike the Dole amendment's maintenance-of-effort provisions and would insert in lieu there
alternate provisions. Those provisions would reduce a State's family assistance grant for fiscal year (FY) 1997, FY 1998, FY :
or FY 2000 if in the previous year that State had reduced its spending of State funds on welfare below 90 percent of the amc
spent on parts A and F of title IV of the Social Security Act (parts A and F provide AFDC cash benefits and AFDC job train
benefits, respectively). The reduction in Federal funding would be equal to the amount by which the State had spentdelow tf
percent mark. (Family assistance grants are block grants that would be created by the Dole amendment as a replacerndent for
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Program. The Dole amendment's maintenance-of-effort provisions would redu
State's family assistance grant for FY 1997 or FY 1998 if in the previous year that State had reduced its spendingas State fur
welfare below 75 percent of the amount it spent on part A of title IV of the Social Security Act (which provides AFDC ditsh bene
The reduction in Federal funding would be equal to the amount by which the State had spent below that 75 percent mark.)

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:

We oppose the Breaux amendment both on principle and on the parliamentary rationale that has been offered in its defens
current system of leveraging funds is designed to encourage States to spend money on welfare. If a State has $1 td ispend, .
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knows that it can spend it on its citizens for one purpose and receive no Federal matching funds, or that it can spetheit on an
purpose for its citizens and get a 100-percent match, it will usually opt for the second purpose in order to maximizeattte total
value of the benefits that it can get for its citizens. That result, of course, is why matching funds are offered. Congrésat kno
left to its own devises, a State may decide that it would rather spend its limited resources on building roads, scheriés, talib

on providing welfare. Offering a Federal match to provide welfare is intended to skew a State's priorities in favor aj proxédin
welfare.

The Federal Government has succeeded mightily, and tragically, in skewing States' priorities in favor of welfare. This bill is
intended to correct that skew by promoting work instead of dependency for the millions of people currently trapped i the Aid t
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Program. For this effort to work, our colleagues are first going to have to tehtize tha
States do have the best interests of their welfare recipients at heart, are second going to have to admit that therfS¢aiis govern
better equipped to solve the welfare mess than is the Federal Government, and are third going to have to abandon ttheir cherishe
belief that the way to make a program better is to spend more money on it.

On the first point, we note for our colleagues that the Senate has a large number of former governors in it. If our E@lBagues
believe that Congress is the font of all compassion for the poor, than do they believe that some magical transformatien overcam
these former governors as soon as they breathed the rarified atmosphere of the Senate? If not, then why should thege same peopl
who could not be trusted as being caring as governors be trusted as caring now that they are Senators? States may certainly, an
hopefully, not define compassion the way that Congress has defined it for so many years--spending as much as possible of the
taxpayers' money on as many welfare recipients as possible--but they do not care any the less. For years, States has@ been trap
by this Federal program that encourages ever larger funding for dependency; we are confident that if States are giviemitiye oppor
they will build programs that define success by the number of people who leave welfare to become productive citizens rather tha
by the number of people they give welfare checks.

This observation brings us to our second point, which is that the States are better equipped to reform welfare thamak the Fede
Government. First, if the 50 States are allowed to experiment, they will be able to learn and copy from each other ghthaolution
work best. No such trial-and-error learning is possible with a uniform Federal solution. Second, each State has its own unique
circumstances which it understands and in light of which it should be allowed to tailor its programs. A Federal, onelkize-fits-
approach leaves many States with programs that do not fit them particularly well.

In offering the Breaux amendment, our colleagues have not really challenged the second point, but they have challenged the firs
point. Their amendment would not affect State control over welfare programs--States would still receive funding in block grants
without having to comply with the dots and dashes of tomes of Federal regulations. The efficiency of State administtation is no
challenged. The compassion, as measured in dollars, though, is. Senators have darkly intimated that some States wpuld ruthlessl
starve millions of children as soon as they were given the chance. They have reached this conclusion of incipient rbthlessness
noting that some States might actually substantially reduce welfare spending.

This conclusion brings us to our third and final point on the principle of the Breaux amendment, which is that its proponents
cannot shake their conviction that the value of a welfare program can be directly measured by the amount of money thrat is spent
it. To illustrate the folly of this conviction, we invite our colleagues to consider how this amendment would work in practice.
Consider, for example, what would happen to a State that had a successful work program. If that State were paying @ughly half
the cost of that program, 5 percent of welfare recipients could be moved into the workforce, and it could reduce itsyfénding b
percent, and Federal funding would remain unaffected. After this initial 5 percent success, though, the Breaux amendment would
work to discourage further gains. Any further reduction in State funding would result in a commensurate reduction inrfeialgral fu
Thus, a $1 cut in State funding would result in a $2 cut in benefits to State citizens. In other words, the Breaux amardment wo
retain the matching-fund incentive that greatly contributed to the creation of the current welfare mess. The Breaux ancethdiment w
encourage States to reduce their welfare rolls by 5 percent but no more. We oppose this 5-percent solution.

In arguing in favor of this amendment, some Senators have candidly suggested that the Breaux amendment is no more than a
marker from which to begin negotiations with the House on establishing a compromise maintenance-of-effort point. They have
suggested that they may be amenable to a compromise of around 50 percent for 2.5 years. We appreciate their candor, and respond
in kind that some opponents of the Breaux amendment may be willing to accept such a compromise as well. We are williag to discu
the limits to which we will accede to the House's position in conference. However, we cannot accept establishing ougnegotiatin
position by agreeing to an amendment that would set a 90-percent maintenance-of-effort requirement. Doing so would put us on
record as supporting a position which we fundamentally oppose. We must therefore vote against the Breaux amendment.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

The Breaux amendment would correct one of the largest problems in this welfare reform proposal, which is that it asks too littl
of the States. Historically, welfare programs have been operated as a Federal-State partnership. The Federal Goverrupent has put
approximately 55 percent of the money, and the State has come up with the rest; the Federal Government has set the ground rules
and provided oversight, and the States have provided the administration. The House bill, and the Dole amendment befbre us, woul



Page 3 of 3

SEPTEMBER 12, 1995 VOTE NO. 411

break this historic partnership. Basically, the approach of both the House bill and the Dole amendment (even as modified) w
be to hand the States a pot of money and then step aside. This approach, in our opinion, would invite a variety of unwel
responses. In contrast, the Breaux amendment would promote responsible and vigorous reform efforts by the States by makin
have a strong financial stake in the success of those efforts.

The House amendment is more extreme than the Dole bill. It would give States the same amount of money each year w
requiring them to spend a dime. Some States might take that money and spend it wisely on successful reform initiatitresrthat pt
welfare recipients to work and save them hundreds of millions of dollars. We note, though, that the few successful State re
programs to date have had significant up-front costs. Our fear and expectation is that many States would simply slash thei
spending on welfare, driving people off the rolls by providing inadequate benefits with the remaining Federal funds. justead of
people to work, some States would just put them into the streets. Further, as the funds gradually became only Feder&atditesls, th
would become much more cavalier in their use.

Experience has taught us time and again that when Federal funds are given to the States without any requirement that
match be provided, States will waste the money. As Robert Rector of the Heritage Foundation once noted, "If there'ssanythin
frugal than a politician spending other people's money, it's one set of politicians with no accountability spending mdtgy raise
another set of politicians.” In an extreme example of this principle, we know of one local community that used Law Enforcen
Assistance block grant funds to buy its police chief a tank. Why not? It was "free” money. Yet another problem with mag provic
States matching funds is that they would be encouraged to engage in cost-shifting. A State that could lower the number of p
on welfare by getting them into the Food Stamp Program (which is 100-percent federally funded) could then pocket thersavings
the welfare block grant.

The Dole amendment, as modified, is actually acceptable. It would require States to spend for the next 3 years at &vast 75
as much as they now spend. However, our colleagues must keep in mind that this bill still has to go to conference, aad the |
bill is at 0 percent. If the conferees, as usual, simply split the difference, the result will be a 37.5-percent, mairiteffarice-o
requirement for 1.5 years. Letting States cut their welfare spending by two-thirds within 1.5 years is not enough to sekqpukhiem
about welfare reform. We have accordingly proposed the Breaux amendment, which would require States to stay at 90 perc
their current spending for 5 years. Thus, if a State's welfare reform efforts proved successful, it could cut its wetiguteyfa0di
percent without losing any Federal funds. Keeping in mind the realities of conferences, though, agreeing to a 90-pern@itrequir
would probably result in around a 40-percent to 50-percent requirement for 2 years to 3 years. Letting a State cutiiihflhding
without losing Federal funding is a much better result than letting it cut its welfare funding by two-thirds. We urgeamueslle
to look at the Breaux amendment in this light, and cast their votes in its favor as a reasonable compromise.



